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‘Since tak1ng off1ca\‘Pres1dent Reagan and ‘his. adm1n1strat1on have

proposed and to a 1arge extent succ“?sfu]]y 1n1t1ated remarkab]e mod- -

’

1f1cat1ons 1n the nation’ s~soc1a1 programs . - The 1mpact will be profound

~

in all sectors, and for all persons, groups, and soc1a1 1nst1tut1ons e ,
¢ . .

Across the board, reducedvf ding will requ1re cutbacksﬂ1n serv1ces,
substitution of, 1ess costlyxxnterventions, or. restrictions in e]igibile' \
ﬁtyi For those programs to be adm1n1stered under the new block grants A ‘L[
_to states,. de11very systems and accountability procedures w111 be rad-
ically mod1f1ed and heterogeneity in program act1v1t1es marked]y in- !
. ,

- . . * &
] . b ! e

creased.
Given the fundaménta] program changes that have occurred federalr-
eva]uat1on act1v1t1es need to be rethought and red1reoted Pre- Reagan
°q;eva1uat1on act1v1t1es emerged from three decades of expand1ng~resource E -
'comm1tments and effbrts to achieve soc1a13goalsgno 1onger as salient as |
‘_in,the past.> The new hational commftments require setting new goaJs and
priorities for evaluation actiuities in order to maximize ‘evaluation's

utility for shaping and implementing domestic, social programs. Gﬁven

[y
-

the thrust of the Reagan adm1n1strat1on, 1t is cr1t1ca1 to document the

utitity of programs, develop econom1ca1 ways of de11ver1ng services and

Vreduce overlap and redundancy of 1ntervent1ons'so as to optimize the re-

turn from public expend1tures support1ng these programs and serv1ces In .
order to do S0, 1 be]1eve it is urgent to formu]ate a revised federa] eval- .
uation agenda applicable and re]evant to the range of domestnc soc1aﬁ

programs. - , -~ St

P
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and to identify‘with ‘ So be it.

' Serv1ces, Educat1on, Hous1ng and Urban Development; Labor; Ju§t1ce,'En-

“ergys; and Agriculture. The boundar1es of. the eva]uat1on fiel

This paper is. apolitical in the sense that I shall avo1d cha11eng~
ing the current d1rect1on of federa] social program act1v1t1es . For'

those of us whose eva]uat1on careers span the 0.E.O. and Great Soc1ety

eras, and whose outlooks were 1nf1uenced by efforts at cenfrally- d1rected
L 3

social planning, the new scheme.of things 1s.dlff1cu1t to fully grasp

In large measure, Reagan's thrust has '
both po]1t1ca1 and popu]ar support A fair test of;the adminﬁstration's
approach to dea11ng w1th the human\?ond1t1on requ1res respons1b1e part1c1-'
pation by the eva1uat1on commun1ty " In my op1n1on, s1de11ne psotagonism

is ne1ther product1ve nor 11ke1y to shift the direction of po]1c1es

‘Sound eva]uat1on efforts however, could be influential in determ1n1ng

the\administration‘s future social program policies.

a

A BRIEF SKETCH OF FEDERALLY-SUPPORTED EVALUATION ACTIVITIES -

LY ”

- In the past decade, the Executive Departments sponsorjng and admin-

'1ster1ng domest1c social programs have- deve]oped strong evaluation capac1-

t1es. Interna] department staffs increased comm1tment to, and soph1st1-

catioh about eva]uat1on activities, growth in the number of competent

contractors, improved contract1ng and mon1tor1ng,procedures, and critical ’

-

exam1nat1ons of prev1ous work (Bernste1n & Freeman, 1975) have contr1buted’

to the present evaluation strength of the maJor operat1ng agencies and )

the 0ff1ces of the Secretar1es in the Departments of Hea]th and Human

remalin




- elusive and the foei of d1fferent government groups vary; but these groups
’ A
' genera]]y have capac1t1es to e1ther internally undertake or externa]]y con-

tract for assessments to 1dent1fy prob]em areas and est1mate program needs,

to mount formative studies to develop and refine programs, to mon1tor pro-
. ' cedures to determ1ne program accountability, and to{ifnduot 1mpact anal-

yses to measure the effect1veness and eff1c1ency of both 1nnovat1ve and

- T \

a . o - '%?‘>'(s‘.ﬁ*~

estab]ﬁshed social prosrams -\
- Further, there has been serious efforts within these departments o -/ '
and sych groups as the General Accounting. 0ff1ce and the Office of Manage-

" ment and Budget to fac111tate the d1ssem1nat1on and utilization of eval-

-~

uatian resu]ts ‘Both the 1mmed1ate and d1rect utilization of 1nd1v1dua1
stud1es, as we]].as the cumu]at1ve, conceptua] use of sets of eva]uat1ons, j:

have been 1ncreas1ng1y ev1dent in recent years 1n the policy and adm1n1s- )
» . ™
uzfat1ve dec1s1ons of Execut1ve Departments, in. Congresszona] de11berat1ons, '

P . "~ -and in the act1v1t1es of citizeh advocacy. groups ] ) . ‘ S
Many recent]y completed and on-going eva]uat1ons are re1evant to
current White House comm1tments, and the current and proaected changes ‘ "

and reductions in social programs For example, 1n the health care field,

= ° - IS

demonstrat1on eva]uat1on efforts to reduce hosp1ta14z”fTon for the chron-

‘o

1ca11y and term1na11y i1l through commun1ty based "case management" pro-
grams and hospice$ are d1rect1y relevant to cost conta1nment of med1ca1dz
¢ and medicare expend1tures Other examples, such as eVa]uat1gJé¢of nutyition

> . T programs for preSchoo] and schoo] children and support of efforts to develop

/ '

. management 1nformat1on systems a1so have utility for program acc0untab111ty,s
o b particularly in terms.of the new block-grant initiatives. - : F;

. e ~ -
T {l&\ <
Iy . . ) , . - - ) - .
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Thus, there is both a capacity to‘undektake evaluation

a body of completed and on-going efforts that can prdvide a strong start --
. » : . 4

~ in setting gva]gatiop objectives and pgiorities fpr~the 1980's. At the
. same tim&, the radically revised federal appkoachAEo social programs does

) require redirectiog of efforts. - k propose in this paper to chus on five )

activities that require both short and long term invéstments:

L. 1. Estimation of the nét impact, ‘in terms of cost sdvings and .

' consequences for target populations, of. the implemented
. and projected cutbacks in social programs,. ‘

2. ImpIementation‘of social experiments to provide services at™> -

reduced costs by increasing (1) competition among providers; -
(2) consumer options, and {3) volunteerism. )

) ~

3. Examination of the appropriateness of‘th objectivés of cur- -

v rent social programs and the Priorities among them.: W

: AN T ,

4. Assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of established
programs in comparison with alternative intervent idns designed

tb meet defects in the social and human gondjtion. o

N

5.' Devéiopmeht'of procedures to insure accouﬁtabi]ity and fo haxi-
mize impact of programs placed under block grants to states,

MEASURING THE NET IMPACT OF SOCIAL PROGRAM -COST CONTAINMENT

N r . . L
A clear decision has been made to reduce the federal expenditures .

for social'progréms,ualthough the “Tevel of these reductions and their:

extent in different areas may. fluctuate. The stqg;ggy.under]ying these

~reductions is one of redefining e]igib]ertarget'popUIations‘and reducing

I- . , . \, . s e s o
" the services provided to the remaining targets: Elimination of over

B ' ‘\‘ ) 4
one-million persons from the food stamp program is an example of popula- -

nition; reduction of federal contributions to Tocally-adminis-
+ ‘ t ' : C

" tered social .service programs is an example’ of sérvice reduction. In.

v

o

-~
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both cases, it is 1mportant to estimate net 1mpacts in terms of doilh
savipgs and in terms of consequences for the.target popu]ations invoived
There are two general p01nts to be made First, a gtrategy is Aeeded
“ to generate knowledge of short- and 1ong -term net effects in terms of\

\ cost impact and the consequences for the target popu]ations Second,\

~ - . : -

deve]oping the evaluation deSigns and ensuring the necessary support for s

Rhe eva]uation activ1ties in forming such assessment will requ1re the

» : . .
.

co]]aboration of different operating agencies within Executive Departments

and, in ‘many cases, between Departments Such intra- and inter departmen-
. © o tal co]]aboratioﬁfw111 require forcefu] OMB and White House 1e38ership,

since the "turf" problems w1th;n and between departments'do not change i

-~

w1th the e]ection of a new president Finally, I suggest that the issue
of Met iMmpacts needs to be given the highest priority, for. BPe post .

‘ Reagan.results w111 require data that,become increasingly difficult to
- vreconstruct with" the passage of time. B |

N
.

TheTCost Impact Issue ' ' - | - ' .

The cosﬁiissue ca be v1ewed conceEt:jlly as ‘a comp]ex matter of

. transfer payments.. One illustration of t

the political stir surrounding ‘transfer payments in context. Changing

jssue will serve to place

‘the‘eiigibility requirements.for minimal'social security entitiement

o could result in a net cost reduction much smaller than the gross re-

h duc//on since some affected families and indiv1dua1s wou]d then become‘ &
e]igible for public welfare. There are numerous and reasonabLy under- '\\\\'

stood subtleties regarding transfer payments,-such as impact on state

~
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‘and local expend1tures, compensating program e11g1b111ty, consequences

for 1ncome tax and other tax rece1pts, and SO0 on. C]ear]y, as undoubtedly

\

is be1ng done, careful simulation and mode11ng_can provide usefu]{short

and 1ong-range est1matES of net‘cost 1mpact -

1

But I believe that there are at Teast three strong reasons for pr1-

-

!

mary_data co]]ection in*order to have firm estimates of net cost 1mpact:.~f

v -

- N 1. 6ur-knon1edge of the extent to which program,target'populations
will seek and obta1n substitute progra benef1ts is 1nadequate Par? of
the populat1on may\see the available a]ternat1ves as st1gmat1z1ng and
choose not to pursue them. ' In th1s case, net 1mpact (1 e., cost reduc- =~

, t1ons) w111 be greaten than wou]d be the case if all e]1g1b]e transfers
occurred However opting for a substitute prahgimﬁmay—mean that the
Zpopulat1on rece1ves a greater number of serv1ces than they had in the
past because these services are requ1rements of or’ are bu11t into the .
v subst1tute program Thus, net 1mpact may be Tower than ant1c1pated On

o

the one. hand for examp]e, changing med1care e11glb111ty or the scope |

of services it provides may reduce total -use of hea]th serv1ces and their. =

D~ h g
costs because some e]1g1b1€!1nd1v1dua1s may not eTect med1ca1d “On the
y

other hand, reduct1on in student 1oans for children of m1dd1e 1ncome
fam111es‘may 1ncrease other costs, the affected students may enter the
s

per1phera1 1abor force, and the1r\s::;ad1c work opportun1t1es may make

. them e]1g1b1e to receive not only u p]oyment benef1ts, but a]so toun-

k]
se11ng and emp]oyment opportun1ty ass1stance
¢ : _ l2. The lack of un1form1ty and. cons1stency in eJ1g1b111ty determ1n-

.ation both for programs and spec1f1c services may result in unexpected]y

R
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higher or lower met cost impactsf There are many state% local, and

~

agency-spec1f1c d1fferences in pract1ces and adm1nlstrat1ve prgeedures
., surround1ng e11g1b111ty, as well as var1atjons re1ated to target pOpuU-.,
' 1at1on character1st1cs ”We’have no way. of est1mat1ng how ‘much target
e T "shopp1ng" among a1ternat1ve pxograms may OCcur or the costs of such B
shopp1ng We cannot assess the "domino e@fect" of persons transfer- .
ring froma, curta1]ed program 1nto a d1fferent program, these transfers > .
N

may displace other targets who were enro]]ed and they in turn seek

»

.other opt1ons, ‘which again may displace st1]1 other targets, and 'sQ on.

'AA]so, the cost reduct1on consequences may be d1fferent for popu1at1ons

“using one de11very system compared with another For examp]e, reduction

Y

in.the scope of commun1ty mental health and menta] retardat1on programs
may havé\]1tt1e impact on phys1c1an v1s1ts for persons who use fee=for-

; . service prOJIBE£§ GTﬁc\pd1ng, 1mportant1y, medicare pat1ents) because

the co 1nsurance costs 1 pibit 1ncreased phys1c1an v1s1ts for such ser-+

v

est for those who receive health services i HMOs .

- 3. Net-1mpact costs may increase or decrease becaUse of agency
"skimming" or program overrecru1tment “Human service ageﬁyles faced
w1th jollar curtailments, part1cu1ar1y if they are paid oh a per un1t
.o, bas1s may seek o maximize "prof1ts" hy se1ect1ng those target popu]a-.
tions eas1est to dea] With and requ1r1ng the Teast cost to treat or

) by encourag1ng targets use of programs so that the agency has iricreased -

<.

PO
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. numbers of .targets to maintain revenues.
. : ) . «

control program may ¢hoose either to eliminate violent adolescents who
. : . - L

- .
may requ1re,extens1veuefforts, or to Tncrease its population by recruit-
. o .

-

. ing targets w1th marg1na1 requ1rement§“ T, -

@

’ Admittedly, theﬁp are 1nstances where the concerns ~oiced above
[

_are m1n1ma1 In the case of programs of cash payments where re11ab1e

k)

-and va11d "tests" def1ne e11g1b111ty, and where the interventions are
® !

techno]og1ca1 rather than 1nterpersdna1 the kinds of risks I al]ude to .

~

D \\\j:;?nnn1ma1 In other cases, however, ne1ther the r1sks nor their atten-,
. L )
. t

.

costs can be accurate]y est1mated To the ‘extent that the processes

~

¥ I descr1bed operate, préssure for 1ncreased expenditures mayy. 1mpede cost- -

\_‘
conta1nment efforts and reduce savings: ':\vf‘\ S

, - I be]1eve two d1rectfons of work are requ1red First for~those

¢

o programs wh1ch are part1cu1ar1y vulnerable ‘to the processes out11ned and

which are marked]y curta11ed starget popu]at1ons shpu]d be samp]ed and

[

C followed 1ong1tud1na11y (with retrospectTve 1nformat1on on, say, 1980 1981

.

part1c1pat1on) S0 that cost-1mpact can ‘be estimated adequate]y and admfh-

19trat1ve safeguards 1ntn&duced Tf requ1red. Sedbnd there 1s cont1nu1ng/

»

or comp1eted work in var1ous program areas that is directed at est1mat1ng
ba

target population s1ze and character1st1cs and wh1ch prov1des procedures

’

and‘ if there s potent1a1 payoff, studies continuing th1s kind of irves-

'gat1on shou]d be 1n1t1ated ~To the extent that programs-have over 1a%ﬁ;

‘ping q&gg]b111ty-reqU1rements, cost-conta1nment effects maywbe hampered .

N

~ 10 screen=targets for "fa]se pos1t1ves This work shou1d be exam1ned “

2
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by targets seek1ng other program options in wh1ch gu1de11nes permit
: s

their enroleent and thus create pressures for add1t1ona1 fund1ng

e

‘Consequences for Ta?gets

The rhetoric of social program cutbacks 1nc1udes expressed concern
with the consequences of current po11c1es for the human cond1tlon In
.some cases, reduction and curta11ment of programs may be warranted be-
n.cause of their minimal effect1veness, and, in benefit to cost terms, be-
| cause of the1r\hack of eff1c1end§ Certa1n]y; some programs have been

properly . eva]uated and the1r 1ack of 1mpact is evidenc® of their limited -

ut111ty, desp1te the persuas1veness and good 1ntent1ons of sponsors gnd

» .

advocates. ~In general,. however, there have not been suff1c1ent firm -
j eva1uat1ons ‘of estabf1shed “full- coverage social programs The d1ff1cu1ty,
.. of coursé, has been that programs of full coverage leave no adequate ‘com-
parison popu]ations so that participants can be compared‘w1th non-part1c1-
~ pants. " The same s1tuat1on perta1ns when trying- to estimate, for programs
f1rm1y in place, whether their comprehens1veness and intensity are requ1red
or. whether a less comprehens1ve intervention would have the same ut111ty
"Pre-post Reagan"-stud1es,represent a unique opportun1ty to do rigorous
compar1son group(s) experiments. Also, the block grant programs, about
wh1ch I shall have more to say, provide similar opportun1t1es since in-
d1v1dua1 states will be packaging programs of d1fferent content, scope,
and intensity | |

It is a]so acknowledged that some of the soc1a1 program curtailments

w111 result in reduced benefits and opportun1t1es for target popu]at1ons,
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a

but that the adm1n1strat10n requ1res these qua11ty of ]1fe sacrifices
-in order to achieve nat1ona1 budgetary objectives.™ In terms of relative
va1ue cho1ces, there is no quest1on that such curtailments represent le-
g1t1mate p011t1ca1 dec1s1ons At the same time, un]ess indirect impacts
. are est1mated the benefits to costs cannot be reasonab]y estab11shed

For examp]e, 1t may be argued that if reduced federal support for .
;schools leads to curtailment or e11m1nat1on of -non- educat:ghally re[gted |
aspects of schoo] programs, such reduct1on is a respons1b1e cho1ce and .,
a necessary "sacrifice." But if curta11ment of: schaol hea]tg programs ‘

»

and after-schoo] act1v1t1es 1ncreases parental ob11gat1ons in ways that
significantly 11m1t fu]] time employment opportun1t1es for work1ng mothers °
in Tow 1ncome fam111es, then that is another matter There may be,1nstances,‘ :
in contrast where the 1nd1rect effects are’ pos1t1ve Reducing non~educafy
~t1ona1 skills aspects of-scheol programs may resu]t, for example, in in- "
. creased parenta] part1c1pat1on in ch11d related act1v1t1es, with beneficial
1mpacts on the quality of fam11y 11fe

From a broad perspect1ve then, efforts to conta1n and reduce social"
programs can properly be looked at as "social exper1ments" in the same
"sense that various efforts to expand and innovate were seen in‘previous-
times. From a pract1ca1 and political viewpoint, knowledge of the impact
'of program cutbacks may serve the current adm1n1strat1on 1n both defend1ng
~their actiops'and in dec1d1ng upon whehe future reduct1ons are ca11ed for.
Certainly it is not sensgb]e to'argue that all pre-1981 programs, particu-
larly those;that mandatedkfull‘coverage of target popu]at1ons,vwenevca11ed.

for in terms of effectiveness and efficiency.

,,,,,
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}Measuring\Smpact,in terms of both costs and benefits to target popula-
tions requires timely eva]uations. In many program areas, extant_infor-'
mation from preéReagan davs.is limited, or not retrievable, and unreliable
in any event. Immediate review of which programs should be evaluated in
terms of net impact, and the data requ1rements to reach firm conc]usTons,
is called for.: ‘.

y ' o o ' o . . ) . ‘  A_ -‘n‘,’h_‘;,‘”“b‘
¥ : IMPLEMENTING AND EVALUATING NEW INITIATIVES. v

)
Although the cost containment’emphasis'has1heen'on»budget cuts, pro-

gram mod1f1cat1ons and refinements - have also been suggested as an essen- |

t1a1 part of the Reagan administration efforty, Theseacenter around three

'related 1n1t1at1ves, spec1f1ca11y ‘o 1ncrease (1) Bprovider competition,

;(2) avai]ab]e options for services, and (3) volunteerism. These initiative

are not or1g1na} they were als advocated in previous administrations.

Educational vouchers have been experimented wg&h 1n the past as has the

idea of "product1on 1ncent1ves" (i.e., profit determined by results) in

the educational sextor, and case-management. démonstrations in the hea]th\

- field include the use of vo]unteer case managers But it is fair to ac-

know]edge that these concepts, in genera] have ne1ther been converted

1nt3 viable programs nor firmly assessed Carefu] program development‘

and evaluation needs to proceed putting nationa] initiatives in place.

Initiatives, one should realize from past eXperiences, are difficu]t to

implement w{thout adequate pilpting. Moreover, once 1nsta11ed on a full

" coverage basis, they can neither be revoked eas11y nor r1gorous]y eva1uated
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Part of the problem with previous efforts along these lines has been
.. the actioﬁs'of invo1y§d groups to\hamper both the impiementatdonsand eval- -
uation of demonstrations. @fhe field of education offers instructive ex--5«
amp]es, w1th a sharp illustration found in. the exper1ment to eva1uate
whether or not public school 1nstruct1on in educatTonal sk111s could be
enhanced by programs created and implemented by 1ndustry and for which
the compan1es would rece1ve payments based on students test performance
Both the 1mp1ementat1on of the program and its eva1uat1oq was-h1ndered i’
delayed, and eventua]]y scuttied by pressures from the educational estab-
1ishment, the actions‘of}school'staff, and the Tack of firm commi tment
on the part of Qovernment officia]s3(Gram11ch; 1975);

fn health and educat1on, voucher ipjtiatives again are being" advo-
cated and they are cons1stent w1th the present adm1n1strat1on s ph1losophy
(in the case of health pr1mar11y to reduce or contro] costs, and in educa-
tion to increase parenta] choice and perhaps impact on the eff1cacy-of
schools’}. Vouchers would, in both cases, have maJor consequences’ for-
existing organizations and the profess1onals in the respective f1e}d§
From the long term standpoint, certa1n1y, these "rad1ca1" program innova-
 tions merit test1ng To do so, however,'requ1res careful orchestrat1on
and development. Neither mandating them on a national bas;s nor half-
hearted demonstrations with’weak eya]uations is theaappropriate federal N -

2o

posture.
- If anything, the‘admonition that we need to move closer to being'an
exper1ment1ng society 1s more relevant now than in periods of greater :

abundance and re1at1ve1y unrestra1ned pub11c resource expend1tures for
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social programs. A national political leadership that has. turned the -~
fiscal policies of the nation around ir such a short}period of time may

be in a position, oyer the next several years, to implement and évaluate

initiatives more effectively than ever before--and ones consistent with
‘their ph1losophy of governmental and social arrangements.
Efforts to evaluate initiatives. such as those- espoused by the present N

adm1n1strat1on should take 1essons from prev1ous experiences in des1gn1ng

and test;pg socaa] 1nnovat1ons First, not only must the concepts them-

selves be tested for E§e1r ut111ty, but the appropr1ate 1evels of program

inputs need to be -assessed. \ For- example, hea]th care, vouchers that pro=’ U ‘ ; _,;
vide the median med1ca1d benefits now paid, w1th e11g1b1e part1c1pants |
purchasﬁng supp]ementary health 1nsurance at their option, . wou]d const1-
tute' a much d1fferent program than one that prov1ded 110 percent'of the :
med1an if supp]ementary insurance was’ purchased and 80 percent of the )
'med1an 1f 1t-were not. The former case might have greater acceptance by ‘
the benef1c1af1es but have maJor consequences for hosp1ta1 fun;ang, the ;
latter case would offer’ the reverse Similar re1at1ons1ps wou]d also hold .
if we contrast’programs that stimulate statewide educat1onaﬁ>voucher pro~
- grams by increased educat1ona1 block grant fund1ng with programs»wh1ch do

‘not. Private enterprise, profit-incentive programs in the educational . |
. : : - ‘ B _ -
sector would have different impacts depending upon the rate of return, |

depend1ng upon whet heF the federal government did or did not prov1de

¥

states or school districts with incentives to 1n1t1ate voucher programs

Second, evaluations require po]icymaker'commitment to a set of out-

comefmeasures. For example, the original headstart evaluation resulted,

A




Y

'1mpact). o S ;

.programs are implemented.> b . L e St

]

in addition'to accusations-of methodologﬁcaT defects, in advocates claim-

' 1ng that 1nappropr1ate outcome measures: were emp]oyed (although this

‘ .

{ Third, I urge nultiple'evaluations (Croribach & Associates, 1980).

Too often, social experiments have succeeded or fallen on the basis of

L 4

would have been very unlijkely if there had been clear f1nd1ngs of pos1t1vef.

singTe eva]uations with no opportunity to take into’accountAhow yariationsf

in des1gn and the conduct .o the eva]uat1ons may have 1nf1uenced the find-
1ngs I wOu]d argue that the, cost of conduct1ng godest efforts at pro-

gram assessment wou'ld not be that much h1gher than the cost of one "grand”

eva]uat1on so as %o outwe1gh the benef1ts of mu]tfple evaluations.
Fourth ~there needs to be carefu] account1ng of fhe costs of the in=-

' 1t1at1ves so that effect1veness and benef1ts in relation to costs can be

¥
carefully ca]cu]ated. But the "true" costs of programs are difficult to

obtain, particularTy when'prograﬁ 1nput§ are under~1oca1 contro], since °

the parties involved may have vested interests tn underestimatfng costs

or 1aying off other operatigna] COStS‘tO the.experimentaluinitiative.
This prob]em is part of the genera] d1ff1cu1ty, discussed ear11er 1n this
sect1on, of 1mp1ement1ng social exper1ments where outcomes may affect the
self-interests of some of the concerned part1es _

In sum, then, there are initiatives in the Reagan scheme that need

to be pursued‘and eva]uated. The1r potential consequences for magnitude,

‘quality, and structural arrangements of social programs require strong

'proqgamfstarts and‘careful assessment of prototypes before full coverage .

A

i
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\(, . C APPROPRIATENESS OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AN PRIORITIES
‘\&; In' addition to the conviction that social program cutbacks are re-

// 3};iqu1red to reduce overall federa? spend1ng, th1s adm1nﬁstrat1on, perhaps
ﬁfeven more SO than those in the recent past, rema1ns7skept1ca1\about the -~
iut111ty of many estab11shed programs. However, any effort to go beyond
skept1c1sm to. proof of fa11ure must confront the fact, that in many cases
<there are no clear, operat1ona1 performance cr1ter1a on which to Judge
the extent of social program effect1veness Some of the programs have
1ong h1stor1es and, over t1me, the1r purposes have become b]urred, others
were 1mp1emented and the1r genera] goa]s were never operat1ona11zed 1nto
vmeasurab]e obJect1ves % 7 ) — 1
‘The lack of agreed upony measurab]e objectives was recognized by
_Nholey (1979) and 1ed to the 1mp1ementat1on of the act1v1ty known as égd
“eva]uat1ng assessment" in DHHS and other departments Essent1a11y, what
. Nho]ey and his assoc1ates advocate 1s to use forma], reproduc1b1e pro-

-

cedures 1n a "pre-eva]uat1on process," a major purpose'of wh1ch is to ;

.exp11cate and cod1fy program objectives, 1nc1ud1ng both process cr1ter1a
(target and de11very system operat1on) apd aqutcome measures Eurther, s
eva]uab1]1ty assessments Tead” to 1dent1f1cat1on of the var1ous stakeho]ders‘

} involved in program)fund1ng, 1mp1ementat1on. and Qytcomes In the past,
administration, while the potential cost -savings and eff1c1ency benef1ts

‘ of evaluability assessments were recogn1zed ey were supported by 11m1ted

: 1ncent1ves and were only spotted]y undertaken

- In order to r1gorous1y examine the ut111ty of programs, to 1dent1fy 7

-
N 4 )
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over]app1ng and redundant ones, and to pr1or1t1ze soc1a1 interventions’,

I suggest that an eva]uab111ty assessment requ1rement shou]d be attached
to every socia] program Further, un]ess such an assessment is undertaken
Ey a program, there should be a "sunset" provision w1th.respect to its

continued funding " The gains, I contend, would.be enormous. First, the.,

requ1rements ‘would a]]ow for the first t1me a sound appraJsal of program .

‘} overlap and redundancy, and the oppordun1ty to both reduce ‘the number of

programs and re- organ1ze operat1ona1 arrangements in a more sound basis.

Second, it would provide a strong- start for 1mpact and benefit to cost ~ -

’
stud1es of programs (which no doubt in some cases at 1east confirm the -

current skeptism about social programs). Third,‘it wou]d\allowhpr1or1ty.
. settdng to be undertaken'in terms of operational program objectives rather
than amb1guous statements of program 1ntent \ ' . :
.Many programs., 1nc1ud1ng some of the very po]1t1ca11y sens1t1ve ones,

are character1zed by the*k1nds of rhetor1c and dszuseness that fuel. the v

COnt1nu1ng debates and 1ead to comprom1ses on support and cont1nuance

y“'?L.n,féducatmn, bilingual educat1on and T1t1e I‘are prime cand1dates for\\\\_

eva1uab111ty assessments, as are community menta] helath centers and en-

- vironmental health programs in the field of hea]th, and various "recre-

@

at1ona1" programs and env1ronmenta1 contro] act1v1t1es
/
I be11eve that states shauld be encouraged by 1ncent1ves to adopt

the eva]uab111ty assessment perspect1ve in developing their own packages
of serv1ces, and 1ater I will discuss the block grant programs in more 3
deta11 In many cases block grants will be fund1ng a range of serv1ces

¥
of wh1ch the obJect1ves and operat1ona1 criteria are even less well exp11-v

L

, -
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cated than centra]]y d1rected federal programs.
.of states, ne1ther Tegistative nor operat1ng departments have the 1evels )

< © " of éxpertise in policy development planning, and program des1gn “found
. \

«
in the federal“departments ‘For a state-centered approach to soc1a1 pro-

grams to be effect1ve and eff]c1ent in the 1ong term, expT1cat1on of ob-

In at 1eastrthe.major1ty -ﬂ

) . Ject1ves,and operat1ona1 cr1ter1a is essent1a]

&‘Indeed, in the past decade, the d1ssat1sfact1on at a«state 1eve1

»

w1th the s1ze~and resu]ts of human service an? regu]atory act1v1t1es has .
: ;>been manifest in the passing of. sunset Peg1s]at;on 6hdams & Sherman, 1978)
While this movement is only emgrging as a potent- force 1n determ1n1ng
- state budgetary a]]ocat1ons for soc1a} programs, I ant1c%pate cont1nued
'momentum in this direction Certa1n1y a sunset perspect1ve is cons1stent
" with the rhetor1c of the Reagan adm1n1strat1on Wh11e I understand the »

: S “current w1sh to m1n1m1ze adm1n1strat1ve rehu1rements in re]at1on to: b]ogk

;h ’ :(. 'grant fund1ng, I also suggest that encouragement of eva]uab111ty assess-

‘ment act1v1t1es is consistent with the present federa] out]ook and w1th
the perspective of many of our states as well. .
. e | e " - i

.

TESTING ALTERNATIVES TO ESTABLISHED PROGRAMS ° o

In a previous section, I dtscussed socia] experiments'in relation to
the stated 1n1t1at1ves of the present administration. It is reasonable
to extend the Reagan perspect1ve to 1nc1ude demonstrations of a]ternat1ves
to estab11shed programs in terms of their complt1t1ve advantages, i.e.;

1n costs "to benefits .or tozeffect1veness Clearly there is a floor be-

- . ‘ . " . ] .. o a

Y
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fow which 1t is not ‘Bss1b1e to reduce spending for estab11shed soc1a1 ‘ -
programs, witness the oppos1t1on even among relatively \conservat1me"
1nf1uent1als to add1t1ona1 rounds of domestic budget cuts. At/sdme po1nt,
alternative programs must be facted as a so]utfon rather than reduct1ons
in services or redefinitions,,df‘ eligible populations. |

The support of “demonstrat1ons" is 1bng established. Unfortunately,.
some have not been undertaken in ways. that proY1de estﬂmates of'costs to-
outcomes and others were s1mp1y means of “increasing service funds w1thout\\J/~\

any ser1ous efforts at their eVa]uat1on Also, in a re1at1ve1y 1arge

' s

number of cases, there has been 1nadequate deve]opment and formative re-
search pr1or to program 1n1t1at1on and tes%1ng of 1mpact Programs w1thla
m1n1ma1 robustness,- target groups of sizes too small to secure s1gn1f1cant

differences except under the most favorab]e circumstances, and studies

- too short in duration have unfortunate]y been character1st1c of efforts

sponsored d1rect1y by federal Executive Departments and 1nd1rect1y by~

state and 1oca1 agencres with federa] funds-.

Thus, consistent with adm1n1strat1gn obJectives,-new\demonstrations

should be inftiated only if there is a reasonable chancefthey wi]l indeed

sures, target 1osses,.and SO on). Further, 1mpact stud1es shou]d be sup-
; n l

~ ported- contingent upon clear evidence, via monitoring information, that an

4

-

9




?/intervention is feasible and practicableF-
' In part1cu]ar, the block grant programs prov1de an unusua] oppor-
tunity for seeking out alternat1ves to established" programs States ’
o o should be encouraged tp use a sma11 percentage (say one percent) of’
; their block: grants’ w1th some federal match1ng of‘expend1tures for such
f ] there needs to be c]ear gu1de11nes and surve111ance of the demonstrat1onsf
to avo1d the.cr1t1c1sms that 1 ra1sed in this sect1on about many- prev1ous

5
demonstrat1ons The rev1ew process need not be comp]ex and unw1e1dy,

fu] resu]ts--be they positive or negat1ve

There are numerous areas of demonstrat1on--eva1uat1on that are im--
portant and cons1stent w1th the current federa1~posture » Use of incen--
tiv ves and reorganization of work to 1ncrease product1v1ty in. the pu f’;Z
sect1on, 1nc1ud1ng but "not conf1n§d to the "he]p1ng'l profess1ons, is
called for. So too are programs that prov1de,1ncent1ves to:1ncrease h
.citizens' 1nvo]vement in programs to combat cr1me to privent urban de-
CaYs and to improve the qua11ty of commun1ty 11fe -The 1ist is long
We are to]d an oversupply of health prow1ders is emetg1ng and that it

may resu]t 1n increased pat1ent‘encounters so-prov1ders can earn fees,

' that the abundance of attorneys is partly responsible for the. extens1ve

fess1ons are at surp]us 1evels now or w111 be in the foreseeab]e future

Demonstrat1ons both on new ro]es for surp]us profess1onals and on ways
“ - .

T

tooa

efforts But in order to max1m1zF -the return from these expend1tures, o

but it should be of suff1C1en5 scope and susta1ned durat1on to 1nsure use-

use of the courts for 11t1gat1on, and that the ranks of many other pro-’7~

o~
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- to minimize troublesome cqpsequences of the/over-supply are requ1red

. wd
Then too, Tocal government retirement po]1c1es for emp]oyess in pub11c\\\

A

safety, welfare, and education have consequences for the so1vency of our

cities and count1es and for career opportun1t1es for the younger and

adult popu]at1on, regu]at1ons on housing dens1ty are a maJor cons1der-
ation in the current and future ways the popu]at1on is d1str1buted
energy is conserved and pub11c serv1ces are prov1ded and cunrent Taws

and regu]ations on oredent1als for de]fverers of serv1ces, standards of

product safety, and 11Cens1ng of institutions 1mpact on both governmenta]

v

and consumer costs and access to serv1ces

I am not advocat1ng demonstrat1ons that expand serv1ces, that raise
government costs, and that further 1ncrease the ro]e of the federa] gov—

" ernment in the,personal and commun1ty 11ves of our c1t1zens. To the con-

trary, I am argu1ng that subst1tute ‘and mod1f1ed soc1a1 programs are neces- -

sary to decrease governmenta] costs and dom1nat10n ‘The a]ternat1ve is

. s1mp1y to est1mate the floor and br1ng social programs doyn to that 1eve1

«

--an opt1on that T contend is unw1se for this adm1n1strat1on

» " i : . )

. N » o

' ACCOUNTABILITXAAND IMPACT OF BLOCK GRANTS .

I have argued earlier in th1s paper that b]ock grants prov1de oppor;
'tun1t1es for program evaluation and exper1mentat1on ‘ Even though one of
" the intents of b]ock grants is to diminish federa] contro] I argue there|,
is a need-for eva]uat1on inputs in at Teast two areas. B o

F1rst, there is the issue of accountab11ﬁty, Soc1a1 program funds
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provided via block grants have" considerable f]exibi]ity; neveg%heless,

‘f’
there are. broad\areas mandated and ﬁqsthermore, states themse]ves,need~
’ r .
to exp11cate programs and set obJect1ves Accountab111ty for program

'

act1v1t1es is requ1red not on]y because of genera]]y accé%ted norms of

"~ .public. respons1b111ty for government funds,gbut in order fqr states and.

the federaL-departments to4gauge appropr1ate Tevels of support,and pro-
gram operat1ons in the future: X - ) o K
Mon1tor1ng systems that prov1de program managers and stakeho]ders_

w1th adequate 1nformat1on on operat1ons and, 1f poss1b1e, on outcomes

~ has been an 1mportant area of recent deve]opment Such systems age not -

only valuable 1n terms of day -to-day act1v1t1es and dec1s1on mak1ng, but

| also in dealing wi\h broader policy matters, litigation, and advocacy

group pressures We should remember that a maJor press for effect1ve

management of social programs came ear1y after World war II, in déys of

© more conservat1ve/f1%fa1 p011c1es than we have recent]y experienced (and

somet1mes 1n\Repub11ca dm1n1strat1ons) k ' o o

The 1ssue of whether mon1tor1ng systems should be mandated or en--

»

couraged is an open one. Given the posture of the‘current admrn1strat1on,_'

-

I wou]d opt for some set, of incentives to encourage states to develop

adequate systems. Th1s may take the form ¢f federal-state cost shar1ng
.

- for deve10p1ng and ma1nta1n1ng such systems, or federal "purchase" of

program 1nforma£1bn providing’ 1ts co]]ect1on met minimum standards of re-
7 4
liability, comp]eteness and ‘accuracy; or the federa] departments could -

sponsor the -dewglopment of model monitoring systems for Var1ous block

» w
grant areas.

~
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Second agd a re]ated po1nt, 1s the more genera] 1ssue of t_chn1ca1

Few state 1eg1s]at1ve comm1ttees 1et a]one state L :_ :
1eg1s]ators, have profess1ona1 staffs, and the state equ1vatents of our C

3ass1stance tghstates

federa] Execut1ve Departments, in genera1, ari not staffed w1th persons i ,wr'i%
~ whose profess1onaL tra1n1ng and expert1se .are equa] to those in federa] '

departments For example, a'pr1vate foundat1on prov1ded suppert for ]eg1s-

1at1ve a§§1stants in healfh to selected state 1eg1s]atures Wh11e they : l_ :vQV‘:
wéreusedand deemed va1uab1e they were not reta1ned after the demonstra—

t1on (A1ken et a] , 1980). -Ther were two reasons for th}s. f1rst then‘
L4

‘,, matter of ﬁund1ng, second the lack of s1m11ar staff in other human ser- .

. v1ce areas created a staff "imbalahce". that was deemed.1nappropr1ate by

1eg1s]ators A clear f1ndﬁﬂg was- the pers1stent 1ack of staff resodrces

-~ and the need for them. ' e

~ . . : ’ ’ \ »

I would 11ke to advance two proposxt1ons First as a short-term iﬁm
b\ / : "‘%( a."'g'
'effort I be11eve federally- emp]oyed p]ann1ng, program, and eva1uat1on
staff persons shou]d be made easily and cont1nna11y ava11ab1e to both
' the executive and 1eg1slat1vebranchesof government in those states re-

qu1r1ng such ass1stance Second, as a long- range effort, b]ock grants - . S

~

shou]d include incentives that increase state staff” resources, in&yd- ; : .
i : .

.ing tra1n1ng programs- that prepare and retread persons for eva1uat1on .
~activities. .Further, for at Teast the sma]ler state§‘ encouragement

shou]d be prov1ded for deve]op1ng and expanding reg1ona1 organ1zat1ons
that have the necessary expert1se and exper1ence to prov1de both tech-

. n1ca1 assistance- and‘:39t1nua1 1nputs 1nto p1ann1ng, 1mp4ementat1on and,;

PO
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evaluation of block-grant programs. : .; ¢ - v ! .

To some degree, of course, state-administered b]och grant‘programs
are simpler to execute and evaluate than federa]]y—mounted programs
_ But the matter of sca]e does nat make the tasks that must be undertaken
or the expértise required to carry them-out substantially d1fferentr
‘The evaluation of health programs'that.affectr3 million persons or 130
mi1iion, or speoia1 educationa1 programs'for 130 000 or 8 million ohi]-
dren are not qua]1tat1ve1y different act1v1t1es Some states,-of course,
are well prepared for the changed policy; others, either because of de-r |
. pendence on federal programming or economic and po]1t1ca] reasons, haVe

not developed the needed capac1t1es o -7 -

. Perhaps the first step is a rev1ew of existing 1nformat1on in. th1s;
' regard and assessment of: what new data are needed. .But it seems a welT—
' grounded conJecture that both accountab1]1ty and 1nnovat1on at a state

Tevel in many states require the development of~organ1zat1ona1 and human

resources to.successfully condugt‘the-programs subsumed under block grants.

The cogency of the expansion of - the block grant'approach, in my epinion,
w111 not be fa1r1y.tested w1thout attent1on to the ex1stence of requ1red
organ1zat1ona1 structures and staff competenc1es

1

EPILOGUE

The agenda, however incomplete, that I have set. forth requires both
a commitment and a fiscal investment of some scale on the part of the
Reagan administration, But in relative terms, when compared with federal

-

4




soc1a1 program expenditures even ‘at the current and projected reduced
scales, the investment is qu1te sma]l Certa1n1y no business or 1ndus-
trial- corporation, part1cu1ar1y in.-a per1od of marked reorgan1zat1on,

-

' would neglect its R and D and accountab111ty respons1b111t1es “I am
neither argu1ng for nor sopport1ng eva]uat1on act1v1t1es as they were

| directed in the past, nor did I write this paper simply to promote the
evaluation enterprise. Rather, my position is that a‘strong start and
 1ong -term success of the administration's program depends on developing

an appropr1ate eva]uat1on agenda; perhaps the v1ews prov1ded here will

,’st1mu1ate such an effort and soon.
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